Office Action Summary 



Applicant(s) 

OKAMURAET AL 



Period for Reply oppears on me cover sheef with the correspondei 



tion(s) filed oi. _. 

2a)n This action is FINAL. zbM This action is non-final. 

3)0 Since this application is in condition for allowance exc 
closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte 
isposition of Claims 
4M Claim(s) , 1-9,13-16 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn fron- 

5)0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

@m Claim(s)l:9az2dl3^ is/are rejected. 
Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or electic 

Application Papers 

9) S The specification is objected to by the Examiner 

10)S The drawing(s) filed on 2ZSe,ternbeL2001 is/are: a)S accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner 
App can. may no. request that any objection to the cirawing(s) bo held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Keplacement drawing sheet(s) includina the corrprtinn iq ram lii-^^H ;f ft,„ ■ / ^ ■ 

M)n The oath ordeclaration is Objected to bytheExaminer"re;ra:::^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 119 and 120 

^''^)^"?,r:)'s%r - T)S^°r of '"^'-'^ § ^ ^^'^)-(^) - (0. 

1 M Certified copies of the priority documents have been received 
3 n CotL' ofZ'^^V'n ^rr^"'' ^^'^ "^^^ ^^'^^i^^d'i" Application No. 

1 detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received 

13)n Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U S C § ?i9(e) (to a provisional .nnh>.f , 
since a specific reference was included in the first ^pnfpr„-» th= -r ' ^ ' provisional application 
37 CFR 1 .78. sentence of the specification or in an Application Data Sheet. 

^' P The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received 

'^rrerSfnclSn^hLfirsrl^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

tne nrst sentence of the specification or in an Application Data Sheet. 37 CFR 1 .78. 
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Applicants election without written traverse of claim group I, claims 1-9 and 13-IG in the papers filed Z7-DCT-2DD3 is 
'ledged. 

Claims ID-12 and 17-20 from non-elected claim group II have been canceled by the amendment filed 27-0CT-2003. 
Priarlty 

Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 O.S.C. Il9(a)-(d), which papers have been placed of record io the fili 



The information disclosure statements filed 27-SEP-20DI and 22-APR-2DD2 comply with the provisions of 37 CfR 1.97, 1.OS 
and MPEP § 609. Accordingly, they have been placed in the application file and the information referred to therein has bean 
considered as to the merits. 



A substitute specification excluding the cleims is required pursuant to 37 CfR 1.125(a) because of ni 
errors which mabs comprehension by a reader difficult. For example: 

1. ) Page I, lines 7-8, recites "a method of recycling mold plastic parts". This appears to intend "a method of 
recycling molded plastic parts". This error occurs throughout the entire specificatinn. 

2. ) Page I, lines 18-10 recites "Accordingly, they have ever been formed of a composition of thermoplastic resin 
This appears to intend "Accordingly, they have alwajs been formed from thermoplastic resins " 

3. ) Page 2, line I, recites the words "decreasing the cost," which appears to mean the phrase "lower cost". 
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4.) Page 2, lines 14-IG recites "Not only such physical defects alsu chemical substances cause the had influence on 
the phntographic characteristics," This appears tu intend "Net only such physical defectsiut chemical substances alsn cause 
the had influence on the photographic characteristics." 

The above list is nut a complete list of all the grammatical errors. It is requested that Applicant review the entire 
specificatinn for other grammatical errors. 

A substitute specificatinn filed under 37 Cf R 1.125(a) must only contain subject matter from the origioai specification and 
an, previously entered amendment under 37 CTR I.I2I: If the substitute specification contains additinnal subject matter not of record, 
the substitute specification must be filed under 37 CfR 1.125(b) and (c). 

A substitute specification in proper idiomatic English and in compliance viiith 37 CfR 1.52(a) and (b) is reguired. The 
substitute specification filed must be accompanied by a statement that it contains no new matter. 

Claim Rejectians- 35 uses 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

Claims l-g and 13-lG are rejected under 35 O.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point 
out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

SpBcifically, claim I recites tfie phrase "A method nf used recycling mold plastic parts" which is indefinite because of 
unclear grammar. Fur the purpose of further examination, this phrase has been interpreted as - A method of recycling used molded 
plastic parts --. 

Throughout claims 1-9 and 13-16 the phrase "used mold plastic parts" is repeated which causes the claims to he indefinite 
because of unclear grammar. For the purpose of further examination, this phrase has beeo interpreted as - used molded plastic 
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The fallowing is a quntatinn of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obvioui 



This application currently nai 



of the claims under 35 O.S.C. ID3(a).tbe 
examiner presomes that the subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions co.ered therein 
were made absent any avidaoce to the contrary. Applicant is advised of tfio Dbligatioo under 37 CFR I.5B to point out tbe inventor and 
invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examioer to 
consider the applicahility uf 35 U.S.C. ID3(c) and potential 35 O.S.C. ID2(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 O.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims I and 4-B are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over VaoDeMoere et al. (US Pat. 5,B00, 391) in 
view of Akao (US Pat. 5,851,743) 

Raardioa^ VanOeMoere et al. teaches the basic claimed process of recycling used and molded consumer products 

(2:45-50 and 1:35-45), comprising: pulverizing /crushing the used consumer product (11:35-50): using the crushed/pulverized 
material as a molding material (ie. recycling) (11:35-50): and molding recycled plastic parts (11:35-50). 

VanOeMoere et al does not teach adding carbon black and an antioxidant to a molding material. Nonetheless, Abo teaches 
adding carbon black and an antioxidant to a molding material (0:2-49 and 10:50-18:25). VaoDeMoere et al. and Akao are combinable 
because they are conceroed with a similar technical difficulty, namely, moldings/packaging for photoseositive products. At tbe time 
of invention a person having ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to have added carbon black and an antioxidant to a 
molding material, as taught by Akao. in the process uf VanDaMoere at al., since Akao suggests the use of carboo black as a desired 
pigment and the use of antioxidants for prevention of thermal degradation. 
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Begardmnci aimsij: Akan further teaches carhon black particles in the range of 5 - 350 nm (B:Z-20) at a cnncentration of 
O.DI - 50%. preferably 0.08-3 % for packaging phntosensitive materials (G:BB-7:I5). Akan alsn teaches antinxidants in the range nf 
O.DOl - 5% (18:10-25). Akao would have been combined with VanOeMoere et al. for the same reasons as set forth above. 



Claims 2 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over VanOeMoere et al. (OS Pat. 5.B00, 391) in view 
of Akao (US Pat. 5.851,743) as applied to claims I and 4-G above, and further in view of Levasseur (OS Pat. 4.9G8,4B3). 
Regarding claim 2-3: VanOeMoere et al. further teaches mixing used material with new/virgin materials (ll:35-5B). 

VanOeMoere et al. dees not teach master batching. Nonetheless, Akao teaches master batching of an antioxidant and 
pigment (examples I and 5). At the time ef invention a person having nrdinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to have used 
master batching, as taught by Akao, in the process of VanOeMoere et al., since master batching is a widely known technique for making 
dilute concentrations of additives in molding materials. 

VanOeMnere et al. does not teach extruding and pelletizing. Nonetheless. Levasseur extruding and palletizing (Fig. I. 
elements 13 and 14). VanOeMoere et al. and Levasseur are cumbinable because they are concerned with a similar technical difficulty, 
namely, recycling molded products. At the time of invention a person having ordinary skill in the art would have found it ubvinus to 
have extruded the molding material in to pellets, as taught by Levasseur, in the process of VanOeMoere et al., because Levasseur 
suggests that pelletizing reduces shipping costs when the mnlding does not occur near the recycling operation. 

Claims 7 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over VanOeMoere et al. (US Pat. S.fiOO, 391) in view 
of Akao (US Pat. 5,851,743). 

i eparding claims 7 an dB: VanOeMoere et al. teaches the basic claimed process of recycling used and molded 

consumer products (2:45-50 and 1:35-45), comprising: pulverizing /crushing the used consumer product (ll:35-5B); using the 
crushed/pulverized material as a molding material (ia. recycling) (11:35-56); and molding recycled plastic parts (11:35-56). 

VanOeMoere et al. does nnt teach adding carbon black and an antioxidant to a molding material. Nonetheless, Akao teaches 
adding carbon black and an antioxidant to a molding material (B:2-49 and 18:50-18:25). VanOeMoere et al. and Akao are cnmbinahle 
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because the, are ccncerned with a similar technical difficulty, namely, mcldings/packaging fur phctcsensitive products. At the time 
uf inventicn a person having nrdinary skill in the art wculd have fnund it nhvinus tn have added carbon black and an antioxidant to a 
molding material, as taught by Akao, in the process of VanDeMoere et al., since Akao suggests the use of cerbon black es a desired 
pigment and the use nf antioxidants for prevention of thermal degradation. 

Claim S is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over VenDaMoere et al. (OS Pat. 5,BD0, 3BI) in view of Akao 
(OS Pat. 5,851,743) as applied to claims 7 and 9 above, and further in view nf Levasseur (US Pat. 4,9G8,4B3). 
'^"""''''''"'''"""^^ ^'""^M"!^™ ^' 'i"^^ not teach extruding and pelletizing. Nnnetheless, Levasseur extruding and 

peiletizing (Fig. I, elements 13 and 14). VanDeMoere et al. end Levasseur ere combineble because they are concerned with a similar 
technical difficulty, namely, recycling molded products. At the time of invention a person having ordinary skill in the art would have 
found it obvious to have extruded the molding materiel in to pellets, as taoght by Levasseur, in the process of VanDeMoere et al.. 
beceuse Levasseur suggests that pellEtizing reduces shipping costs when the molding does not occur near the recycling operation. 

Claims 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(e) as being unpetentable over VanOeMnere et al. (OS Pat. S.BOO, 391) in view of 
Akao (OS Pat. 5.851.743) and Applicent's admitted prior art (Specification - Backgroond section). 
Regarding claims 13 : VanDeMoere et el. teeches the basic claimed process of recycling used and molded 

consumer products (2:45-50 end 1:35-45). comprising: pulverizing /crushing the used consumer product (ll:35-5B): using the 
crushed/pulverized material as a molding material (ie. recycling) (ll:35-5B): and molding recycled plastic parts (ll:35-5B). 

VanDeMoere et el. does not teach adding cerbon black end en antioxidant to a molding material. Nonetheless, Akeo teeches 
adding carbon black and an antioxidant tn a molding material (B:Z-49 and IB:50-I8:Z5). VanOeMnere et al. and Akao are combinable 
because they are concerned with a similar technical difficulty, namely, moldings/packaging for photosensitive products. At the time 
of invention a person beving ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to have added carbon black and an antioxidant to a 
molding material, as taught by Akao, in the process of VanDeMoere et al., since Akao suggests the use of carbon black as a desired 
pigment and the use of antioxidants for prevention of thermal degredation. 
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VanOeMnerB at al. does not teach adding rubber-lilcE additives ta the molding material. However. Applicants' admitted prior 
art (specification - background section) teaches adding rabber-like additives tn the molding material (ie. polystyrene). At the time of 
invention a person having ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to add rubber-like additives to the molding material, as 
taught by applicant's admitted prior art, io the process of VaoOeMoere et al., and woold have bean motivated to do so in order to make 
a more impsct resistant product. 



Claims M -IB are rejected under 35 O.S.C. 103(a) as being onpatentable over VanDeMoere et al. (US Pat. 5,BB0, 391) in view 
of Akao (US Pat. 5,S5I,743) and Applicant's admitted prior art (Specificatioo - Background sectiao), as applied to claim 13 above, and 
further in view of Levasseur (US Pat. 4,3B8,4G3), 

Regarding claims 14-15: VanDeMoere at al. does not teach extroding and pelletizing. Nonetheless, Levasseor 

extruding and pelletizing (Fig. I, elements 13 and 14). VanOaMoere et al. and Levasseor are combinable because they are coocerned 
with a similar technical difficolty. namely, recycling molded products. At the time of inventinn a person having ordinary skill in the art 
would have found it obvious to have extruded the molding material in to pellets, as taught by Levasseur, in the process of VanDeMoere 
et al., because Levasseor suggests that pelletizing reduces shipping costs when the molding does not occur near the recycling 
operation. 

Regarding claim IB: Akao further teaches carbon black particles in the range of 5 - 350 nm (G:2-20). Akao would have 

been combioed with VanDeMoere et al. for the same reasons as set forth above. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upoo is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. Walsh et al. , Laughner 
Bt al., Lieberman, Rossiter at al, and Nichols et al. all teach the basic state of the art. 



CarrespondenDB 

Aoy inquiry concerning this cnmmunication or earlier communications from the examiner should be directed to Mark 
. Ph.O. whose telephone number is (571) 272-1197. The examiner can normally be reached on 7am-3pm EST, Monday - Friday. 
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If attempts to reach the examitiBr by telephnnE are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisur, Michael Cnlaianni can be 
reached nn (571) 272-1106. The fax phone number for the nrganizaticn where this application nr proceeding is assigned is (703) 872- 
930B. 

Any inquiry of a generel nature or relating to the statos of this application or proceeding should be directed to the 
receptionist whnse telephone number is (703) 3D8-0GGI. 



Mark Eashoo. Ph.D. 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1732 



